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1. Introduction 

This attachment provides responses to comments received during the Draft Initial Study and 

Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for the Central Valley Gas Storage Project public 

review period, which began on April 22, 2010, and ended on May 22, 2010. The review period 

was subsequently extended for two weeks ending on June 7, 2010, providing 45 days for public 

review. Detailed responses are provided to individual comments in Section 4, which also 

provides copies of comments submitted on the Draft IS/MND. 

2. Comment Letters Received 

Table 1-1 provides an index of all comment letters received and corresponding numbered 

responses. Comment letters are organized by category and then chronologically in the order the 

letter was received. Each letter is assigned a letter designation and each comment within that 

letter is numbered. Comment letters, bracketed by comment, are reproduced in their entirety 

and are followed by responses to each comment. Changes to the IS/MND, where deemed 

appropriate, are summarized in the response and refer to the applicable section in the IS/MND. 

Text changes are indicated with strikethrough/underline. Text changes are also provided in the 

Final MND. 

Table 1-1: Index to Comment Letters and Responses to Comments 

Document Letter 
Designation Agency/Respondent and Date of Letter 

Response 
Designations 

Tribal Groups 

A1 Native American Heritage Commission (Katy Sanchez),  
May 13, 2010 

A1-1–A1-4 

State Agencies 

B1 California State Senate (Sam Aanestad),  
May 3, 2010 

B1-1 

B2 Department of Conservation (Hal Bopp), 
May 26, 2010 

B2-1–B2-2 

County Agencies 

C1 County of Colusa, Department of Planning and Building 
Administration (Steven Hackney),  
June 3, 2010 

C1-1–C1-4 

Local Agencies 

D1 Princeton Fire Department (Manuel Massa), 
May 5, 2010 

D1-1–D1-2 

D2 Princeton Volunteer Fire Department (Andy Ferredelli), 
May 17, 2010 

D2-1–D2-10 

D3 Colusa Basin Drainage District (Eugene Massa, Jr.), 
May 19, 2010 

D3-1–D3-3 

Organizations 

E1 Colusa County Fair (Carolan Ferreria Meek), 
May 13, 2010 

E1-1 

E2 Nossaman LLP (Martin A. Mattes), E2-1–E2-5 
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Table 1-1: Index to Comment Letters and Responses to Comments 

Document Letter 
Designation Agency/Respondent and Date of Letter 

Response 
Designations 

June 7, 2010 

E3 Hogan Lovells (Christopher A. Schindler), 
June 7, 2010 

E3-1–E3-6 

E4 Lucas Law (Ronda Azevedo Lucas), 
June 7, 2010 

E4-1–E4-15 

E5 PG&E, Land and Environmental Management (Chris Ellis), 
June 7, 2010 

E5-1–E5-3 

Public Participation/Individuals 

F1 Public Meeting, 
May 5, 2010 

F1-1–F1-16 

F2 Chris Torres, 
May 22, 2010 

F2-1–F2-7 

 

3. Public Meeting 

In order to help understand the proposed project and to obtain public comments on the IS/MND, 

the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) held a public meeting on Wednesday, May 5, 

2010, in the Multipurpose Room at Princeton High School at 473 State Street in Princeton, 

California, from 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. At the public meeting, the environmental team and CPUC 

staff were available to discuss the environmental document and to obtain public comments on 

the environmental document. Attendees were provided with comment cards and contact 

information with the option to submit comments at a later date. Several comments were 

received as a result of this meeting.  

4. Response to Comments 

Responses to comments follow this page. 
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Response to Comment Letter A1 

Native American Heritage Commission  
Katy Sanchez 
May 13, 2010 

A1-1 As noted on page 5.6-1 of the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
(IS/MND), record searches were conducted at the Northwest Information Center at 
Sonoma State University and the Northeast Information Center at California State 
University, Chico. The record searches were conducted for the project area, including 
the natural gas storage reservoir boundary, 14.7-mile pipeline alignment, and 
metering station area, as well as a 0.25-mile radius around these project components. 
The records searches consisted of reviews of archaeological site records and other 
cultural technical reports prepared for projects that overlap portions of the proposed 
project.  

A1-2 Archaeological and architectural history field surveys were conducted for small 
segments of the projects in the public right-of-way and where access permission was 
granted. The results of the surveys are discussed on pages 5.6-3 through 5.6-4 of the 
Draft IS/MND. The surveys failed to identify significant archaeological resources. A 
Cultural Resources Inventory Report was completed in February 2010. It will be 
submitted to the Regional Information Center after all parties have reviewed the 
report. 

A1-3 As discussed on page 5.6-2 of the Draft IS/MND, Native American consultation 
letters were faxed to the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) on June 2, 
2008, as well as to various Native American representatives on June 16, 2008, 
requesting information regarding any sacred lands or sites within the proposed project 
study area. A second request was made on August 4, 2008, as a result of changes to 
the project. The list of Native American contacts attached to the comment letter 
included one contact, the Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation (Mr. Marshall McKay, 
chairperson), that had not been previously identified. Dudek called Mr. McKay and 
was directed to Mr. Reno Franklin at the Yocha Dehe. Two messages were left 
describing the location and nature of the project and giving the Yocha Dehe the 
opportunity to comment on the document. These phone messages were not returned, 
and it is assumed that they did not have any comments. 

A1-4 The Draft IS/MND discusses the potential to discover previously undisturbed 
resources during construction on pages 5.6-7 through 5.6-9. Applicant Proposed 
Measures CR-1 and CR-2 as well as Mitigation Measure CUL-1 will mitigate any 
potential impacts to a less-than-significant level. 
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Response to Comment Letter B1 

California State Senate  
Sam Aanestad 

May 3, 2010 

B1-1 The commenter expresses his support for the project and notes that the Environmental 
Data Resources Data Map Corridor Study that was done did not discover any 
environmental contaminants.  No further response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter B2 

Department of Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources 
Hal Bopp 

May 26, 2010 

B2-1 Mitigation Measure HAZ-6 will be revised to state the following: 

Mitigation Measure HAZ-6: Central Valley will prepare and implement a Gas 
Monitoring Plan prior to construction. The Gas Monitoring Plan will address the type 
and frequency of gas monitoring well tests, both surface and in shallow soils; the 
frequency of wellhead inspections by a qualified operator; monitoring requirements 
for abandoned wellheads; and reporting requirements. The Gas Monitoring Plan will 
be submitted to DOGGR the California Department of Toxic Substances Control 
(DTSC) for approval;. DTSC will review results of the Gas Monitoring Plan and 
request implementation of any additional monitoring that is required as a result of the 
information obtained. aA copy will be submitted to the CPUC. Dudek will be 
responsible for monitoring natural gas at shallow depths near the ground surface. 

The four primary elements of this gas monitoring plan are: 

1. Establish a baseline or background level for natural gas at the surface prior to 
storage operations. This will allow comparison and sound evaluation of future 
project-related gas monitoring results.  

2. Periodically measure for levels of detectable gas at predetermined surface 
locations. This will allow the storage operator to ascertain whether the levels 
of gas detected at the surface, if any, have increased noticeably above the 
previously established background levels. It is expected that small variations 
may occur, which may not individually rise to any significant level, but trends 
over several sample periods could provide an indication of a change that 
requires further investigation.  

3. Quantify and, if necessary, qualify any changes in an attempt to identify the 
source. First, based on sampling and testing of gas samples, determine 
whether the gas quality signature is similar to the native gas production in the 
area or to pipeline gas. Gas in the storage reservoirs will be almost exclusively 
pipeline gas with components that should be relatively easy to identify 
compared to native gas. 

4. Based on any specific changes observed, Central Valley shall respond to the 
data and corresponding analysis with additional testing, surveillance, or 
mitigation, as appropriate. If the data indicates that any detected surface gas is 
from the storage operation, then a plan will be developed to identify the 
leaking pipeline, well, or reservoir, including procedures to further test and 
correct the situation. The overall gas monitoring plan will be evaluated after 5 
years to determine its future usefulness. 
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The monitoring plan will consist of the following features: 

 Permanent monitoring/testing sites at the project remote well pad site and 
compressor station site 

 Leakage surveys at predetermined locations at least once each year 

 Utilization of standard, industry-approved gas measurement equipment 

 Field personnel trained on gas sampling methods and instrumentation, 
identifying stressed vegetation, and other indicators of potential leakage. 

B2-2 The fourth row of Table 1-1 will be revised as follows:  

Pipeline plan review and approvals associated with water disposal. 
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Response to Comment Letter C1 

County of Colusa Department of Planning and Building Administration 
Stephen Hackney 

June 3, 2010 

C1-1 The discussion of the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL 
FIRE) was intended to describe the manner in which responsibility areas are 
classified in the state, including the difference between State Responsibility Areas 
and Local Responsibility Areas. Unfortunately, since the discussion begins with CAL 
FIRE, there is an implication that they respond in this area. As noted by the 
commenter, it is stated in the middle of the paragraph on page 5.8-5 that “The project 
area is located in a Local Responsibility Area, and local fire departments and fire 
protection districts would provide fire suppression services to the project area in the 
event of a fire.” The text also does not state that in the event of a fire, the project 
operators who have specialty training in responding to incidents at gas storage 
facilities would be the first responders. The fire hazards discussion on pages 5.8-2 
and 5.8-5 will be replaced with the following: 

The State of California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) has 
identified Federal Responsibility Areas, State Responsibility Areas, and Local 
Responsibility Areas throughout the state. The project area is located in a Local 
Responsibility Area, and local fire departments (Princeton Fire Protection District and 
the Maxwell Fire Protection District) would provide fire suppression services to the 
project area in the event of a fire.  

It is important to note that project operators would be the first responders in cases of 
any emergency hazard/fire situation associated with the proposed project.  

CAL FIRE is the umbrella planning agency under which the Maxwell and Princeton 
fire departments operate. CAL FIRE planning incorporates concepts established in 
the national and State of California Fire Plans, the CAL FIRE Unit Fire Plans, and 
community wildfire protection plans. CAL FIRE has organized California into 21 
administrative fire units (a fire unit can include single or multiple counties), each 
covered by a Unit Fire Management Plan. Colusa County is located in the Sonoma-
Lake-Napa Fire Unit. The Unit Fire Management Plan identifies high-value, high-risk 
areas within the fire unit and discusses strategies to reduce the damage caused by 
wildfires. CAL FIRE identifies high-risk areas by examining several factors including 
vegetation type, topography, fire history, and frequency of severe fire weather. 

The nearest Federal Responsibility Areas to the project include the Sacramento and 
Delevan NWRs. There are no State Responsibility Areas in the vicinity of the project 
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area (State Responsibility Areas are generally located west of I-5 within Colusa 
County). The majority of the project area has not been assessed for fire hazard 
severity and is designated “unzoned” by CAL FIRE (CAL FIRE 2007). Colusa 
County designates the project area as a low fire hazard severity zone (Colusa County 
1989). A small section of the project area west of I-5 is designated as moderate for 
fire hazard severity by CAL FIRE and Colusa County. Fire services are discussed in 
detail in Section 5.14, Public Services. 

In addition to the revised text described above, the text shown below will be added to 
the document on page 5.14-4 following “a) Fire Protection”: 

Central Valley would have six to eight full-time employees. In the case of any upset 
or unusual situation, communication of any operational upset or emergency would be 
done through the plant control system and pagers or cell phones carried by individual 
employees.  

The first level of response is the computer control system for the plant. The control 
system would first respond by identification of the situation, isolation of the high-
pressure gas, and elimination of the gas from the affected area. This system for 
control of gas compressor systems has been under a constant state of development 
starting as early as the 1960s.  

After the plant control system triggers a response, employees would be notified in 
accordance with the project’s emergency response procedures, which would be 
written prior to commercial operation. In the case of operational upsets or unusual 
conditions during manned hours (daylight), human response would be almost 
immediate. In the case of night or unmanned operation, personnel would be notified 
immediately. More specifically, during the construction phase, any event on the 
pipeline or an off-site incident would likely be responded to in the 10- to 20-minute 
time frame. During the operations phase, an event on the pipeline would likely be 
responded to within 30 minutes during periods when the Central Valley facility is 
manned, and 45 to 60 minutes when the facility is unmanned. 

Nicor, Inc., states that it currently fights all fires on its facility sites with company 
personnel (Schnegelsberg et al., pers. comm. 2010). First responders from local fire 
departments are asked to come to the plant gate and wait for company personnel to 
stabilize the situation before entry onto the plant site.  

With regard to the potential for an accident off site, it is important to note that gas 
pipeline design, internal inspection protocols, cathodic protection systems, landowner 
education, and sign programs have dramatically improved the safety of all pipeline 
systems. Responses due to off-site conditions are rare, but may take longer than on-
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site problems. If there were a pipeline rupture due to physical damage to the pipe, 
several things would happen. First, gas volumes measured at either end would change 
substantially. Further, line pressures would decline rapidly. Either of these changes 
would be indicative of a potential problem with the gas pipeline. The most common 
method of management of gas pipeline conditions is to close the block valves at both 
ends of the pipe, which can be done remotely. A stable pipeline pressure indicates the 
pipe is secure. A falling pressure indicates a line problem. From a first response 
standpoint, this would trigger a callout of operating personnel. 

It is important to note that Nicor operates 7 gas storage fields and has gas facilities 
located in approximately 300 communities in Illinois. The effective emergency 
response plans developed in over 50 years of operation would be the model for 
development of the project’s plan. Colusa County has approximately 1,375 existing 
natural gas wells, of which about 800 are active. According to DOGGR, there has 
been no experience with leakage problems in all of Northern California. There were 
two cases in Montebelo field and Playa del Rey in Southern California, and they were 
the result of injection into older wells that were not up to standard. 

C1-2 The following mitigation measure will be added to the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated 
Negative Declaration (IS/MND) to assure that potable groundwater aquifers are not 
affected by the accumulation, storage, and re-injection of saline formation water 
produced during storage and extraction of natural gas in the Princeton Gas Field: 

Mitigation Measure HAZ-9: 

 Inspect produced-water storage tank(s) for integrity/leakage on an annual basis.  

 Meter produced and injected formation water; periodically reconcile produced 
versus injected formation water quantities. 

 Construct secondary containment berm around tank(s). 

 Leak/pressure testing of the casing from below the base of freshwater to ground 
surface to verify that under injection pressures the well cannot leak saline fluid 
into the freshwater aquifer zones.  

 Based on the operating experience with initial production of gas reservoirs, as well as 
storage of natural gas in depleted reservoirs, the primary pathway for potential 
contamination of overlying potable aquifers is through leaking well casings and/or 
annular cement seals surrounding well casings. It should be noted that methane gas is 
nontoxic. The following mitigation measure will be added to the Draft IS/MND 
regarding constructing and verifying leak-free gas production/injection wells: 
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Mitigation Measure HAZ-10: 

 Proper gas well design. The primary aquifer protection mechanism is structurally 
sound, leak-free casing, and there is a competent cement bond across the base of 
freshwater with either the surface casing or the injection/production casing. The 
well design is regulated by DOGGR. Verification of adherence to well design is 
accomplished by inspection and by running cement bond logs after construction is 
completed.  

 Periodic monitoring for indications of leakage. This includes annual temperature 
logging of the wells, which will detect vertical formation fluid/gas movement 
within the borehole area above the zone of intent. 

 Well work to repair casing and/or annular cement seal leakage if detected. 

The existing Mitigation Measure HAZ-9 will be renamed to Mitigation Measure 
HAZ-11. 

C1-3 The third paragraph on page 5.10-5 will be revised to state the following: 

The 3.1-acre remote well pad site would be located on the west side of McAusland 
Road, approximately 1,800 feet south of the proposed compressor station site 
boundary. An approximately 5-acre fenced buffer area would surround the remote 
well pad site. The proposed site is centrally located above the natural gas storage 
reservoir and, similar to the compressor station, is located on an agricultural parcel 
used for rice production. The parcel on which the proposed site is located is entered 
into a Williamson Act contract. The remote well pad site would result in the 
conversion of 8.1 acres of a 47-acre site. The Williamson Act allows for these uses 
with the approval of a Use Permit. Please see Section 5.3 for further discussion of the 
Williamson Act. Three rural residences are located less than 2,000 feet from the 
remote well pad site and buffer area boundary. These residences are located 1,700 
feet to the northeast, 1,000 feet to the southeast, and 1,650 feet to the southeast. 

In addition, the text in Table 1-1 related to the Colusa County Planning and Building 
Department approvals will be revised as shown below: 

Approvals for release of Williamson Act Lands (if there are any). Conditional Use 
Permit  

C1-4 The primary access road has been revised to be Southam Road. The text on page 
5.16-3 will be revised as shown below: 
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Primary Access Roads 

Primary access roads to the project area include I-5, SR-45, Delevan Road, and 
Dodge Southam Road. Below is a description of each of these primary access roads. 

The text on page 5.16-4 will be revised to state the following: 

Dodge Southam Road is a paved, two-lane local road that connects local farm roads 
with SR-45 in the eastern project area. In the project vicinity, average traffic volume 
on Dodge Southam Road is unknown but assumed to be less than 300 vehicles per 
day. 
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Response to Comment Letter D1 

Princeton Fire Department 
Manuel Massa 
May 12, 2010 

D1-1 Comment noted.  Please see Response to Comment Letter D2. 

D1-2 Following the public meeting on May 5, 2010, the California Public Utilities 
Commission considered the request for an extension of the review period. The 
comment period was extended for an additional 2 weeks and closed on June 7, 2010,  
at the request of commenters and in consideration of the May 22nd Princeton Fire 
Department Board meeting.  
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Response to Comment Letter D2 

Princeton Volunteer Fire Department 
Andy Ferrendelli 

May 17, 2010 

D2-1 Comment noted. The commenter expresses appreciation for the California Public 
Utilities Commission holding a local public meeting. 

D2-2 Following the public meeting on May 5, 2010, the California Public Utilities 
Commission considered the request for an extension of the review period. The 
comment period was extended for an additional 2 weeks and closed on June 7, 2010. 

D2-3 On pages 5.14-4 through 5.14-6 of the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative 
Declaration (IS/MND), there is a discussion of each public services impact and 
evidence presented to support the finding of a less-than-significant impact. The 
commenter states that he disagrees with this conclusion, but has not provided 
sufficient evidence to support the claim that impacts to specific resource areas are not 
less than significant. 

D2-4 In order to determine the peak number of workers during construction, it is necessary 
to look at the representative construction schedule. Please note that this is a 
representative schedule intended to highlight when overlap of construction would 
occur. The actual dates of construction would be dependent on when various 
approvals are received. There are two construction periods where several project 
components would be constructed during the same time period. During the period 
between October 2010 and January 2011 (4 months), there would be approximately 
350 workers at all of the construction sites including the compressor station, remote 
well pad site, observation wells, metering station, and pipelines. The second period of 
time when there would be an overlap and a larger number of workers is between 
April and October 2011 (7 months). Approximately 335 workers would be present 
during that period of time. During this time period, the workers would not be 
concentrated in one area; they would be spread out at the different project component 
locations. 

During the October-through-January period, approximately 245 workers would be 
located just south of Princeton to work on the temporary pipeline, remote well pad 
site, and observation wells. As the commenter has notes, there are few services 
available in Princeton, and for this reason it is anticipated that workers would utilize 
services located in the nearby City of Colusa and the City of Williams. All services 
including restaurants, lodging, and other facilities are available in these cities. While 
some workers may occasionally go to Princeton to pick up items at the grocery store 
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or use the post office, it is unlikely that this occasional use would stifle the 
community and could bring some economic benefit. It is also important to consider 
that this concentration of employees would only occur during a 3-month period. It 
would not be permanent.  

During the period between April and October 2011, approximately 75 workers would 
be located at the compressor station just south of the community of Princeton. The 
remaining workers would be at different locations along the pipeline route 
(connection to the Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) 400/401 line and the metering 
station). Although the total number of workers is 335, they are in different locations 
and would not be concentrated near the community of Princeton. As noted above, due 
to the lack of services in Princeton, it is anticipated that the workers would utilize 
services in the City of Colusa and City of Williams. The commenter has not presented 
any evidence that these workers would create an influx into the community of 
Princeton. 

As discussed above, the peak number of workers at any one time would be 350. 
Section 5.16, Transportation/Traffic, discusses the traffic associated with the project. 
Although there would be an increase in trips, there is a low level of traffic on project 
roadways. Further, the peak construction periods are short and not all of the 
construction traffic would be concentrated in one area. It is not anticipated that the 
project would create any additional traffic hazards and injuries as a result of traffic 
accidents.  

D2-5 As discussed in Response D2-4, there are only two relatively short periods of time 
where there would be a concentration of workers. It is important to note that in the 
event of an accident on site, the project operators would be first responders and there 
would be little, if any, impact on the Princeton Fire Department. There are many 
safeguards and regulations related to worker safety in California. The project would 
be required to adhere to all safety regulations. There are numerous projects 
throughout the State of California that are much larger than the proposed project that 
are constructed without injury or accidents. Although it is not possible to completely 
eliminate the potential for injury or accident, it is a less-than-significant impact on the 
Princeton Fire Department since they would not be the first responders. In order to 
further ensure that there is very little impact to the Princeton Fire Department, Central 
Valley Gas Storage, LLC (Central Valley), has agreed to make an annual contribution 
for the fire department’s ongoing operations for a minimum period of 5 years and 
provide training for two people per year for a minimum of 5 years. 

 There has been no evidence presented to indicate that an ambulance landing zone 
would need to be designated for this project. In the unlikely event that a helicopter 
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would be needed to transport someone, the area is primarily agricultural and there are 
a number of areas where a helicopter could land. Identification of a landing zone may 
not be useful since helicopter pilots routinely select their landing location based on 
the location of the incident.  

D2-6 It is recognized that the discussion of the California Department of Forestry and Fire 
Protection (CAL FIRE) caused some confusion. The intent of the discussion was to 
set forth how fire responsibilities are determined throughout the state. The Draft 
IS/MND provides an overview of CAL FIRE and identifies the different types of 
responsibility areas. The document states on page 5.8-5 that “The project area is 
located in a Local Responsibility Area and local fire departments and fire protection 
districts would provide fire suppression services to the project area in the event of a 
fire.” The Draft IS/MND also discusses fire protection on pages 5.14-1. The 
document states that “Fire protection services to the project area and vicinity are 
provided by both the Princeton Fire Protection District (PFPD) and the Maxwell Fire 
Protection District.” It should also be noted that in the event of a fire on the project 
site, the project operators would be the first responders, not the Princeton Fire 
Department or the Maxwell Fire Protection District. Please see Response C1-1 for 
revisions to the text intended to clarify this issue. 

D2-7 As noted above, the project operators are specially trained at a Nicor, Inc., facility to 
deal with any incidents that could potentially occur. Nicor established a firefighter 
training school in Illinois where firefighters from the 300 communities attend. The 
school is a 1-day seminar on fighting natural gas fires. Central Valley has agreed to 
train a minimum of two people from the project area fire departments each year for a 
minimum of 5 years. It has yet to be determined whether this training will take place 
at the Nicor facility or at a comparable facility in California that may be more cost 
effective. In addition, Central Valley will provide two members of the Princeton Fire 
Department with site familiarization and training during construction. This site 
familiarization will include the following: 

Tour #1- As early as late 2010 or early 2011 

 Well pad area during drilling or construction 

 Compressor site while still “in ground” 

Tour #2 – Early 2011 

 Well pad area during injection operation 

 Compressor site with major equipment placed 



Reponses to Comments 

July 2010 D2-6 Final MND 

 Pipeline right-of-way 

Training and Tour #3 – Mid to late 2011 

Agenda to be set by Princeton Fire and Central Valley operations manager 

 Site familiarization during operations 

 Central Valley and Princeton Fire procedures during event 

 Location of key emergency equipment. 

D2-8 As noted above, project operators are specifically trained to respond to fires at gas 
storage facilities. Water is not particularly effective at putting out natural gas or oil 
fires. Gas fires are put out by eliminating the fuel supply (closing the valve to isolate 
the fuel source), or by use of dry-agent fire extinguishers. Company personnel and 
local firefighters are trained in both isolation and fire extinguisher use. Nicor will 
keep portable and wheel-based fire extinguishers from Ansul with a dry agent called 
“Purple-K” on site. 

D2-9 A staging area in Princeton is not anticipated. There may be an occasional need for 
some type of small fenced staging area for activities near the remote well pad site, but 
there are locations that are more suitable than the community of Princeton in the 
event that becomes necessary. Any site selected would be located in an existing 
disturbed and graded area.  

D2-10 The potential for runoff is discussed in Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality. 
The implementation of Applicant Proposed Measures discussed in Section 5.5, 
Biological Resources, and 5.9 including BIO-2, BIO-6, HYDRO-1, and HYDRO-2 
will ensure that runoff will not result in significant impacts. 
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Response to Comment Letter D3 

Colusa Basin Drainage District 
Eugene Massa, Jr. 

May 19, 2010 

D3-1 The project was noticed in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) Guidelines Section 15072. Following the public meeting on May 5, 2010, 
the California Public Utilities Commission considered the request for an extension of 
the review period. The comment period was extended for an additional 2 weeks and 
closed on June 7, 2010. 

The project would store and extract gas from reservoir zones at a depth of 1,980 to 
2,220 feet below land surface, and would be isolated from overlying freshwater 
aquifer layers. 

Operation of the project would not significantly affect land surface elevations and 
therefore would not impact overlying flood management activity. There would be no 
net long-term withdrawal of fluids from the Princeton Gas reservoir, so the project 
would not have an impact on land subsidence that may be occurring in the area. No 
significant water would be removed or added to the overlying aquifer, so there would 
be no impact to groundwater storage. 

D3-2 The incident at the Venoco, Inc., gas well site (Willows 49-29, API # 02121010) at 
8:30 p.m. on April 23, 2010, occurred during the initial stages of drilling a gas well. 
The hole had been advanced to a depth of 1,550 feet, and drill tools were being 
removed from the hole in preparation for setting surface casing. Venoco’s intent was 
to install steel casing with cement to a depth of approximately 1,500 feet, 300 feet 
below the base of freshwater per agreement and permit with the California 
Department of Conservation Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources 
(DOGGR). Once the casing has been cemented into place, the standard practice is to 
install a blowout preventer stack (large valves designed to shut in the well) on the 
surface casing.  

After 350 feet of drill pipe had been removed from the hole, it vigorously flowed mud 
and fresh groundwater for a period of several hours and ceased flowing by 6:00 a.m. 
the following day. While flowing, the well expelled a considerable quantity of mud 
and gravel along with freshwater. Because the hole was not cased and therefore had 
no blowout preventer equipment installed, the flow could not be shut off. 
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Gas detectors at the perimeter of the site exclusion zone did not detect methane or 
flammable gas, and it was the opinion of those on site that the well, although 
probably expelling some gas, was principally flowing water and formation material.  

To stabilize the hole, Venoco pumped an estimated 560 to 900 cubic yards of cement 
or concrete into the hole; the volumes are unconfirmed estimates at this time. Venoco 
completed its investigation into the cause(s) of the blowout and submitted a summary 
to DOGGR. At this time, Venoco has suspended work on the well. 

In discussion with Hal Bopp of DOGGR and Mike Edwards of Venoco and in a letter 
dated June 18, 2010, submitted by Keith Wenal of Venoco to Hal Bopp, the Willows 
blowout is possibly attributed to the hole encountering a zone in the area of 1,200–
1,500-foot depth that was pressurized by a shallow pocket of gas, unrelated to the 
target zone reservoir gas, which is located at a depth of approximately 5,000–6,000 
feet below ground surface. As the expanding gas from the pressurized zone lifted 
fluid from the borehole, that fluid was replaced by water produced from a relatively 
prolific freshwater aquifer zone. Another possibility is migration of formation fluids 
and gas both vertically up an adjacent well bore and horizontally 275 feet through 
porous and permeable sands to over pressure the sand encountered at 1,500 feet in the 
49-29 well bore. A third possibility, “swabbing” (which can occur when removing the 
drill pipe), was concluded to be contributory but not a direct cause of the event. 

The well 49-29 blowout is considered by DOGGR and Venoco to be an extremely 
unusual event, and it is not considered likely to occur during the proposed drilling to 
complete the Central Valley Gas Storage Project. Informal discussion with DOGGR 
and Venoco indicates that the mitigation to prevent such a shallow pressurized zone 
from flowing and blowing out would be to increase the weight of the drilling mud 
while drilling the surface casing borehole. 

D3-3 See Response D3-1 regarding the request to extend the comment period. 
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Response to Comment Letter E1 

Colusa County Fairgrounds 
Carolan Ferreria Meek 

May 13, 2010 

E1-1 Comment noted. The commenter expresses her support for the project and did not 
comment on the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. No further 
response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter E2 

Nossaman LLP on Behalf of Enerland LLC 
Martin A. Mattess 

June 7, 2010 

E2-1 The Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) contains a 
thorough analysis of all of the risks associated with all aspects of the Central Valley 
Gas Storage Project (project). The commenter has not provided any evidence that 
these risks are “extraordinary.” 

E2-2 The risk analysis does evaluate all of the risks associated with the connection to 
Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) line 400/401. The project system can be isolated 
from PG&E Line 400/401 at the metering station. The isolation consists of a block 
valve, which can be automatically and/or remotely actuated in the event of an 
emergency or abnormal condition. In addition, PG&E Line 400/401 is protected from 
being potentially over-pressured by the project system by a pressure control valve, 
which is also installed at the metering station. These protection measures are typical 
of connections to major natural gas transmission lines throughout the industry. 

PG&E Line 400/401 and similar natural gas transmission pipelines, as well as the 
unintentional releases from them, are included in the U.S. Department of 
Transportation (USDOT) gas transmission pipeline database. This data was used to 
develop the anticipated frequency and consequences of unintentional releases from 
the proposed project system in the Draft IS/MND. (This data is presented in the risk 
analysis included in Appendix D, System Safety and Risk of Upset.) Further, releases 
from the proposed 24-inch natural gas transmission line were modeled using 
CANARY, release 4.3 software. The release models considered the natural gas that 
could flow from PG&E Line 400/401 into the proposed 24-inch transmission line 
until the isolation valve would be closed. As a result, the risks posed by the proposed 
24-inch natural gas pipeline, which would be connected to major gas transmission 
lines (PG&E Line 400/401), have been evaluated in the Draft IS/MND. 

Natural gas-fired electric generating plants require relatively large volumes of natural 
gas in order to operate. As a result, these plants are connected to relatively large 
natural gas transmission pipelines. These pipelines, as well as the unintentional 
releases from them, are included in the USDOT database, which was used to develop 
the anticipated frequency and consequences of unintentional releases from the 
proposed project system. As discussed in Appendix D, these risks are not 
extraordinary; they are extremely low. The commenter has not provide any evidence 
that the risks would be “extraordinary.”  
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The risks associated with connecting a high-pressure natural gas transmission line to a 
natural gas-fired electric generating plant have also been considered by the California 
Energy Commission (CEC) for numerous power-generating plant sites throughout the 
state. The CEC has found at numerous locations that the construction of these 
facilities in proximity to high-pressure natural gas transmission pipelines did not pose 
an unreasonably high risk to the public. Specifically, the Colusa Generating Station 
cited by the commenter was evaluated in the Final Staff Assessment, Colusa 
Generating Station, Application for Certification (06-AFC-9) Colusa County, 
prepared by the CEC in 2007. The project, which included interconnecting natural gas 
pipelines, was determined not to pose any unreasonable public safety hazard or 
adverse environmental impacts and was approved by the CEC on April 23, 2008 
(CEC 2008).  

The Draft IS/MND analyzes the potential safety risks associated with transporting 
natural gas through all of the project components (e.g., 24-inch transmission line, 
compressor station, metering station, dual 16-inch transmission lines, and remote well 
pad). The risk analysis results are summarized in Section 5.8, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, of the Draft IS/MND. The detailed analysis is presented in Appendix D. 

Specifically, the anticipated frequency of USDOT reportable releases from the 
proposed pipeline system was developed by analyzing the USDOT gas transmission 
pipeline releases from January 2002 through December 2008. These data were then 
used to develop the distribution of various leak sizes and the anticipated conditional 
probabilities of fires and explosions. Finally, the releases were modeled using 
CANARY, version 4.3 software, at various release angles. The results indicated that 
the individual and societal risks were less than the established risk thresholds. A 
sensitivity analysis was then performed to evaluate the potential impact on the results 
should atmospheric conditions (e.g., atmospheric stability or wind speed) differ from 
the values assumed in the analysis. 

The checked boxes at the beginning of Section 5.8 of the Draft IS/MND indicate that 
the public risks posed by potential impacts resulting from a foreseeable release are 
less than the established risk thresholds. Since the level of risk was less than 
significant, mitigation measures to further reduce the risk were not required. 

The individual risk assessment presented in Appendix D provides the likelihood of an 
individual being fatally injured by an unintentional release as a function of the 
person’s distance from the release. The analysis assumes that the individual would be 
present at a given location continuously—24 hours per day, 365 days per year. This 
risk is not a function of population density or area class. The individual risk analysis 
and conclusions are not based on the assumption that the project is constructed 
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entirely within Class 1 locations, as stated by the commenter. The individual risk 
results are independent of population density. 

The societal risk assessment presented in Appendix D provides the societal risks 
associated with the project. These are the probabilities that a given number of people 
could be fatally injured by an unintentional release. This analysis considers the actual 
population density along the project corridor and the distance of various populations 
from the proposed facilities. The societal risk assessment and conclusions are not 
based on a generalized analysis, assuming that the project is constructed entirely 
within Class 1 locations, as stated by the commenter. 

E2-3 As noted above, natural gas-fired electric generating plants require relatively large 
volumes of natural gas in order to operate. As a result, these plants are connected to 
relatively large natural gas transmission pipelines. These transmission pipelines, as 
well as the unintentional releases from them, are included in the USDOT database 
that was used to develop the anticipated frequency and consequences of unintentional 
releases from the proposed project system. As a result, these risks are not 
extraordinary, and they have been considered and are included in the analysis 
presented in Appendix D. 

Also, as noted above, the risks associated with connecting a high-pressure natural gas 
transmission line to a natural gas-fired electric generating plant has been considered 
by the CEC at numerous sites throughout the state. The CEC has found at numerous 
locations that the construction of these facilities in proximity to high-pressure natural 
gas transmission pipelines did not pose an unreasonably high risk to the public. 
Specifically, the Colusa Generating Station cited by the commenter was evaluated in 
the Final Staff Assessment, Colusa Generating Station, Application for Certification 
(06-AFC-9), Colusa County, prepared by the CEC in 2007. The project was 
determined not to pose any unreasonable public safety or adverse environmental 
impacts and was approved by the CEC on April 23, 2008 (Final Commission 
Decision, Colusa Generating Station, Application for Certification (06-AFC-9), 
Colusa County).  

The risk assessment presented in Appendix D does consider the risk to construction 
and operational personnel at the Colusa Generating Station. Specifically, the 
individual risk assessment presented in Appendix D provides the likelihood of an 
individual being fatally injured by an unintentional release as a function of his or her 
distance from the pipeline. The analysis assumes that the individual would be present 
continuously—24 hours per day, 365 days per year. For the 24-inch diameter 
transmission line in the vicinity of the Colusa Generating Station, potentially fatal 
impacts were found to extend up to 600 feet on either side of the pipeline. However, 
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the maximum annual likelihood of a fatality for an individual standing directly over 
the pipeline, 24 hours per day, 365 days per year, was determined to be 1 in 2.3 
million. This value is less than half of the generally accepted individual risk threshold 
of 1 in 1 million. This analysis provides the necessary evidence to support the 
conclusion that this is a less-than-significant impact. 

E2-4 The commenter states that the Draft IS/MND does not consider the following recent 
catastrophic accidents: 

 Kleen Energy Systems Power Plant, February 2010 – This incident occurred at a 
combined cycle gas- and oil-fired power plant, which is a completely different 
type of project than a gas storage project. Since the USDOT does not regulate 
power plants, this incident is not included in the USDOT gas transmission 
pipeline database; however, numerous construction incidents have occurred on 
natural gas transmission pipelines that are more comparable to the proposed 
project. These incidents are included in the USDOT database that was used to 
prepare the Draft IS/MND. As a result, incidents similar to the Kleen Energy 
Systems Power Plant incident were considered in the Draft IS/MND, to the extent 
that they relate to natural gas transmission and compression facilities. It should 
also be noted that the Kleen Energy Systems incident did not result in any 
fatalities to members of the general public. 

 ConAgra Foods Plant, North Carolina, June 2009 – This incident occurred at a 
food-processing plant. It was likely caused by an accidental venting of natural gas 
inside the building during the installation of a water heater. Four workers were 
killed as a result of the indoor explosion and fire, after the natural gas inside the 
building was ignited. Since the USDOT does not regulate food-processing 
facilities, this incident is not included in the USDOT gas transmission pipeline 
database; as a result, this specific incident was not considered in the Draft 
IS/MND. Additionally, a food-processing facility is not the same type of facility 
as a gas storage project. The only common factor is that the incident was related 
to natural gas. To help prevent these types of incidents on natural gas 
transmission, compression, and storage facilities, there are a number of applicable 
laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS). These LORS prohibit 
ignition devices within specified distances from possible natural gas sources (e.g., 
flanges, compressors, and valves) and require numerous safeguards that were not 
applicable to the ConAgra Foods Plant. Many of these LORS are outlined in 
Section 2.0 of Appendix D. For example, a compressor building must be equipped 
with gas-detection and alarm equipment; electrical wiring must conform to the 
National Electric Code and National Fire Protection Code; an emergency 
shutdown system must be installed; vent and pressure relief lines must be routed 
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to a location where the gas can be discharged without hazard; and ventilation 
must be provided to ensure that employees are not endangered by the 
accumulation of gas in rooms or other areas. It should also be noted that the 
ConAgra incident did not result in any general public fatalities. 

 El Paso Natural Gas, Carlsbad, New Mexico, August 2000 – This incident 
resulted in 12 fatalities and is included in the USDOT gas transmission pipeline 
database; however, it occurred before the period evaluated in the Draft IS/MND 
risk assessment (January 2002 through December 2008). The period prior to 
January 2002 was not analyzed in the risk assessment because these leak records 
do not include reporting fields for fires or explosions. As a result, they could not 
be used to determine the conditional probabilities of ignition. During the 7-year 
period considered in the Draft IS/MND, the USDOT database included seven 
incidents that resulted in fatalities. Further, the Draft IS/MND included modeling 
of a full bore pipeline rupture and subsequent ignition, similar to the El Paso 
incident. As a result, the likelihood and consequences of a full bore pipeline 
rupture are presented in the Draft IS/MND. 

 Deepwater Horizon, Gulf of Mexico, April 2010 – This incident occurred during 
the drilling of a deep-water exploration well in the Gulf of Mexico. The proposed 
project facilities do not include any deep-water drilling. Also, this incident 
occurred after the Draft IS/MND was prepared. As a result, this incident was not 
included in the Draft IS/MND.  

 In summary, Appendix D considered the likelihood and consequences of a 
complete rupture of each of the project components, while operating at the 
maximum allowable operating pressure, at typical flow rates. The release 
modeling considered five different release angles: 15° above the horizon 
downwind, 45° above the horizon downwind, vertical, 45° above the horizon 
upwind, and 15° above the horizon upwind. Although these “worst-case” releases 
do not occur very often, they have been evaluated in the Draft IS/MND. 
Specifically, 30% of the incidents were conservatively assumed to be a complete, 
full-diameter pipe severance. Based on USDOT statistics, 17.5% of the releases 
were assumed to be ignited after release. The results indicated that the likelihood 
of fatalities was less than established risk thresholds. As a result, mitigation is not 
required. 

E2-5 The commenter has not provided any evidence to indicate that the risks of 
catastrophic accidents has not been fully evaluated in the Draft IS/MND. As 
described above, a complete and thorough risk assessment was conducted and is 
included in Appendix D. 
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Response to Comment Letter E3 

Hogan Lovells on Behalf of Central Valley Gas Storage LLC 
Christopher A. Schindler 

June 7, 2010 

E3-1 The address has been revised as requested by the commenter. 

E3-2 As a result of this comment, Dudek contacted the Colusa County Planning and 
Building Department as well as the Colusa County Public Works Department to 
verify what permits will be required for the project. Dudek also reviewed all of the 
other permit requirements in the table. On page 1-3, the reference to the permit 
requirements from the Department of Transportation will be deleted. Additionally, 
Table 1-1 on page 1-4 will be revised as follows: 

Table 1-1 (Continued) : Required Permits or Approvals 

Agency Required Permit or Approval 

Colusa County Planning and Building 
Department 

Building permits for compressor station and metering station 

Variance for continuous drilling operations for new well heads 

Conditional Use Permit 

Major Use Permit Approvals for release of Williamson Act Lands (if 
there are any) 

Colusa County Public Works Department Grading permit for all project components 

Encroachment and transportation permits may be required for 
construction within public right of way and for hauling any loads that 
exceed legal limits 

Non-residential development permit to construct a structure 
(compressor station) in an area determined to be a special flood hazard 
(Zone A) 

Approval of erosion sediment control plan Submit for review and 
approval an SWPPP 

Approval of traffic control plan 

Approval of construction and operation safety and emergency response 
plan 

Colusa County Office of Emergency Services Submittal of construction and operation safety and emergency 
response plan to County of Colusa Office of Emergency Services. 

Colusa County Planning and Building 
Department 

Building permits for compressor station and metering station 

Variance for continuous drilling operations for new well heads 

Approvals for release of Williamson Act Lands (if there are any) 

Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District Conduit crossing/encroachment permit to install the gas pipeline under 
the Glenn-Colusa Canal. 

 

E3-3 Dudek requested a new well pad diagram that depicts the second access road to the 
well pad. The project description has been revised to include the second access road.  
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Figure 4-6 of the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) 
showed the auxiliary building on the well pad site as 20 by 20 feet. This diagram was 
later revised to show a 10-by-40-foot building. The Final MND will include the 
revised figure, and the text on page 4-16, first full paragraph, fourth sentence will be 
revised to state the following: 

The well pad site would include a 20 by 20 10-by-40-foot auxiliary building, which 
would be approximately 13 feet tall. It should be noted that the applicant may reduce 
the size of this building when the detailed design plans are completed. 

E3-4 The text on page 4-23, first complete paragraph, fourth sentence, will be revised to 
state “northern” instead of “southern.” 

E3-5 Table 4-2 on page 4-30 will be revised as shown below: 

Table 4-2: Representative Construction Schedule 

Project Activity Preliminary Date Range 

Remote well pad site preparation and construction October–January 2011 

Remote well pad well drilling and Zumwalt observation well drilling November–January 2011 

PG&E Line 172 connection pipeline construction November  2010–December 2010 

Compressor station site preparation October 2010–January 2011  

Begin to receive gas from PG&E Line 172 December 2010 

Gas pipeline ROW preparation March–April 2011 

Observation well conversions (including access roads) October–December 2010 

Gas pipeline system construction April–September 2011 

Metering station construction (including access road) May–October 2011 

Compressor station mechanical construction November 2010–October 2011 

Saltwater disposal well and 800-foot-long pipeline to remote well 
pad 

July–September 2011 

Cleanup and restoration August 2011–December 2012 

Project connected to PG&E Line 400/401 November 2011 

 

E3-6 The text of the second complete paragraph on page 5.8-21 will be revised as 
requested by the commenter. 
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Response to Comment Letter E4 

Lucas Law on Behalf of Princeton Fire and Protection District 
Ronda Azevedo Lucas 

June 7, 2010 

E4-1 Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), mitigation measures are 
only required if potentially significant impacts have been identified. Since the Draft 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) determined that the impacts 
to fire protection and emergency services were less than significant, mitigation is not 
required. Substantial evidence has been presented in the Draft IS/MND to support this 
determination. The commenter has not indicated why they believe the project might 
have a significant effect on the environment. An environmental impact report (EIR) is 
only required when potentially significant impacts cannot be mitigated to a level of 
insignificance. The commenter has not demonstrated that there are any potential 
impacts that cannot be mitigated. 

E4-2 The commenter is incorrect that this project is unlike any entity that has ever come 
into the community. The Wild Goose natural gas facility is in proximity to the 
proposed project and is very similar to the proposed project. There are also 
approximately 800 active natural gas wells in Colusa County.  

 Following the public meeting on May 5, 2010, the California Public Utilities 
Commission considered the request for an extension of the review period. The 
comment period was extended for an additional 2 weeks and closed on June 7, 2010. 

E4-3 The commenter’s excerpt from the Draft IS/MND, “operation of the project would 
result in risk of fire and/or explosion, resulting in an increased demand for local 
emergency services, including fire protection,” has been taken out of context. 
Following that sentence, the Draft IS/MND describes the measures that will be 
implemented that will reduce this potential impact to a less-than-significant level. 
These measures include payment of development fees that may be used to support 
public services such as fire protection, maintenance of appropriate natural gas 
firefighting equipment at the compressor station by Central Valley Gas Storage, LLC 
(Central Valley), and training for employees in fire response techniques. The 
compressor station would also be equipped with fire, heat, and gas detection systems 
that would allow Central Valley to respond to fires. Should a small fire, explosion, or 
release of hazardous substances originating at proposed project facilities occur during 
operations, on-site project operators who are trained fire and emergency responders 
for natural gas storage projects are expected to be adequate to respond.  
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 The project operators would be the first responders to any incident, and any 
responders from local fire districts would be required to wait at the front gate until the 
situation is stabilized. Please see Response C1-1 for further clarification of this issue. 

 As discussed in Section 5.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the risk of fire and 
explosion is minimal. There are numerous regulations described in Section 5.8 of the 
Draft IS/MND that serve to reduce impacts. Specifically, on page 5.8-8, the Draft 
IS/MND describes the federal pipeline regulations published in Title 49, Code of 
Federal Regulations (CFR), Parts 190–199. These regulations include the following: 

 On-Call System – The Applicant will be required to subscribe to the USA North 
underground service alert “one-call” system. 

Line Marking – The Applicant is required to install line marker posts such that the 
pipeline is readily identifiable. In addition they are required to install warning signs.  

Right-of-Way Patrolling – Each project operator is required to have a patrol program 
to monitor for indications of leaks, nearby construction activity, and any other factors 
that could affect safety and operation. For the proposed line, these patrols must be 
conducted twice each calendar year for road crossings and once each calendar year in 
other locations. 

Leakage Surveys – A leakage survey must be conducted at least once each calendar 
year. 

Public Education – Pipeline operators are required to develop and implement a 
written continuing public education program that follows the guidance provided in 
the American Petroleum Institute’s (API’s) Recommended Practice 1162 Public 
Awareness Programs for Pipeline Operators as their public education procedure. 

Please see Appendix D, System Safety, and Risk of Upset, for additional information 
regarding these requirements. 

 Due to the minimal risk involved and the measures that are incorporated into the 
project, the Draft IS/MND has appropriately determined that this is a less-than-
significant impact. 

Additionally, to further ensure that any potential unanticipated impacts to the 
Princeton Fire Department are addressed, the project applicant has agreed to make a 
contribution to the department’s equipment fund, provide an annual contribution for 
department operations for a period of not less than 5 years, provide training for two 
people/year for a minimum 5-year period, and provide site familiarization.  
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The commenter has not indicated why there would not be mitigation available even if 
a potential environmental impact were identified. An EIR is only required if a 
potentially significant impact cannot be mitigated to a level of insignificance. 

The commenter has not provided any evidence that the Insurance Services 
Organization (ISO) rating would be affected by this project. Economic impacts are 
not required to be addressed under CEQA, and CEQA does not require that an EIR be 
prepared if insurance rates are increased. The Draft IS/MND does take a “hard look” 
at the significant environmental impacts associated with fire protection and 
emergency services. Appendix D contains a complete report that analyzes the 
potential risk of upset and system safety. This report is summarized in Section 5.8. 

E4-4 Please see Response C1-1 regarding the discussion of California Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE). The commenter is incorrect in the 
statement that the local fire departments would have primary responsibility for 
protecting the various project components. On-site project operators would be the 
first responders in the case of an incident both during construction and during 
operation of the facility. There are numerous safeguards built into the project, and 
entities other than the local fire departments would be responsible for ensuring 
compliance and conducting regular monitoring. Section 5.8-2 describes the regulatory 
setting related to hazards and safety. Applicant Proposed Measures (APMs), 
including HAZ-1 and HAZ-2, also serve to reduce the risk potential and ensure 
project safety. Please see Response C1-1 for proposed revisions that will clarify the 
responsibility of CAL FIRE and the local fire departments. 

E4-5 The commenter is correct that the baseline is primarily a rural agricultural area; 
however, there are other gas storage facilities in the immediate vicinity so this is not a 
completely new use for the area. As noted previously, the Princeton Fire Department 
would not be required to field complex multi-person teams to serious events. The 
project operators would be responsible for response to serious incidents. On-site 
project operators who are specially trained to respond to incidents at gas storage 
projects would be the first responders. Appendix D contains a complete report that 
analyzes the potential risk of upset and system safety. With implementation of 
measures proposed by the applicant, existing regulations, and oversight and 
monitoring by various agencies, the Draft IS/MND determined the impact to fire 
services was less than significant. Additionally, as noted above, the applicant will 
provide specialized training to personnel with the Princeton Fire Department. 

E4-6 Hazardous materials are discussed in Section 5.8 of the Draft IS/MND. The routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials was determined to be a potentially 
significant impact. Existing regulations in combination with APM HAZ-2 and 
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Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 and HAZ-2 (which requires the necessary training) were 
determined to be sufficient to mitigate any potential impacts to a less-than-significant 
level. On-site project operators who are specially trained to respond to incidents at 
gas storage facilities will quickly respond to any emergencies. 

E4-7 Although on-site project managers would be responsible for firefighting services, the 
applicant will provide specialized training, site familiarization and training, and 
periodic evening tour and procedure review after the start of the commercial 
operation. Please see Response C1-1 for further discussion of this issue. 

E4-8 It should be clarified that the three buildings on the compressor station site are more 
adequately characterized as three one-story buildings. One of the buildings would 
have a 36-foot 3-inch eave and a ridge height of 47 feet 5 inches, but it should be 
described as a large barn. It would not have three stories. The second paragraph on 
page 4-8 will be revised to state the following: 

Figure 4-5 shows the preliminary compressor station site plan. As shown on the 
figure, three one-story buildings—a compressor building, auxiliary building, and 
utility building—would be constructed on site. The tallest building on site would be 
approximately 50 feet tall (compressor building). This building would have a 36-foot 
3-inch eave and a 47-foot 5-inch ridge height. The building can most accurately be 
described as a large barn. The auxiliary building would be approximately 30 feet and 
the utility building approximately 19 feet tall. 

E4-9 As previously discussed, the project operators would be responsible to respond to any 
incidents that could occur, including those that would involve a confined space 
situation. Trained and equipped personnel will be present on site, and additional 
resources can be brought in from other locations if necessary.  

E4-10 Water is not the best mechanism to fight a fire that could potentially occur. The 
project has been designed with heat and flame detectors. In the event something is 
detected, there is an automatic block off of all piping, and gas is vented to the outside. 
Within 15–20 minutes, all of the combustibles are gone and there is no source for a 
fire. In the unlikely event that a fire would occur, dry chemical fire extinguishers, 
both handheld and wheeled, will be available on site. As noted previously, it will be 
on-site project managers that will respond to any fire on the project site. Please see 
Responses D2-7 and D2-8 for additional discussion of this issue. 

As an additional measure, the project applicant will contribute to the Princeton Fire 
Department’s equipment fund. 

E4-11 Please see Response D2-4. 
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E4-12 The commenter is correct that the makeup of the first responders is not clear. The 
third paragraph on page 5.14-4 will be revised to state the following: 

Construction of the proposed project would generate little need for fire protection 
services. In the event of an emergency during construction, demand for fire 
emergency response would be temporarily increased (see Section 5.8 for discussion 
of fire risks). It should be noted that the project operators who have specialty training 
in responding to incidents at gas storage facilities would be the first responders. 
Equipment will be available on site for both early detection and firefighting. 
However, few instances requiring assistance from emergency service providers 
during construction are expected, and local and regional emergency response 
providers are expected to be capable of responding to construction emergencies. 
Training will be provided to two members of the Princeton Fire Department. In 
addition, an emergency response plan will be put into place during construction to 
ensure that emergency vehicles have access in and adjacent to the construction work 
area. To further minimize fire risk during construction, Central Valley will implement 
APM HAZ-2 (see Section 4.8.7), which will restrict equipment use in specific areas 
and ensure that combustion engines conform to applicable regulatory standards. No 
new governmental facilities would be required to support construction of the 
proposed development. Impacts would be less than significant. 

The fifth paragraph on page 5.14-4 will also be revised as shown below: 

Project operators who have specialty training in responding to incidents at gas storage 
facilities would be the first responders during operation of the project. Equipment will 
be available on site for both early detection and firefighting. Central Valley would be 
required to pay development fees to Colusa County that would be used, in part, to 
support public services such as fire protection and to offset any increased demands 
from the proposed project. In addition, Central Valley will maintain appropriate 
natural gas firefighting equipment at the compressor station, and employees will be 
trained in fire response techniques. The project applicant will provide specialized 
training to local fire department personnel, contribute to the Princeton Fire 
Department equipment fund, and make an annual contribution to the Princeton Fire 
Department’s ongoing operations. The compressor station will also be equipped with 
fire-, heat-, and gas-detection systems that will allow Central Valley to respond to 
fires. Should a small fire, explosion, or release of hazardous substances originating at 
proposed project facilities during operations occur, existing fire and emergency 
responders are expected to be adequate to respond. Large-scale, catastrophic events 
originating at project facilities would require a coordinated effort by regional 
emergency service providers. However, as discussed in Section 5.8, the low 
probability of a catastrophic event would not require new fire protection or 
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emergency response capabilities; therefore, the potential impact to existing fire and 
emergency responders would be less than significant. 

E4-13 As noted by the commenter, the vast majority of the fields affected by the project are 
used for growing rice, and no deep plowing is undertaken. It is extremely unlikely 
that any type of deep plowing would occur in the project area. Additionally, the 
pipeline is required to adhere to a number of regulations that would serve to ensure 
that the pipeline would not be compromised by a third party. These are summarized 
in Response E4-3 and described in more detail in Appendix D. 

As a practical matter, a California study found that the overall frequency of third-
party damage caused unintentional releases was 1.46 unintentional releases per 1,000 
mile-years. For pipelines constructed in the 1950s, the frequency was only 0.88 
unintentional releases per 1,000 mile-years; it was even lower for newer lines. These 
lower values were primarily due to the increased awareness of the threat from third-
party damage to pipeline facilities. Newer lines have benefitted from improved line 
marking, one-call dig alert systems, avoidance of high-risk areas, improved 
documentation, increased depth of cover, and public awareness programs. 

E4-14 CEQA does not require that plans be developed and be included as part of the 
environmental document. It is premature to develop these plans until further details 
are worked out, and it is common practice to develop these plans at a future date. This 
is permissible as long as the environmental document identifies the performance 
standards that must be met. The Draft IS/MND sets forth those performance standards 
in the description of the APM HAZ-2 on pages MND-16 and MND-17. 

E4-15 Comment noted. The commenter states their concerns that the project has not been 
adequately mitigated but does not provide any evidence to support this contention. 
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Response to Comment Letter E5 

Pacific Gas and Electric  
Christoffer Ellis 

June 7, 2010 

E5-1 Comment noted. It is understood that the compressor station would more likely be 
served through an extension of an existing line on Southam Road instead of Dodge 
Road. This is a shorter route that is included in the environmental analysis. This 
change would not create any additional impacts and would likely have fewer impacts 
than the connection to the line on Dodge Road. 

E5-2 Comment noted. The applicant will work with Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) to 
ensure that service is maintained to existing customers. This is not a comment on the 
environmental impacts of the proposed project, and no further response is required. 

E5-3 Comment noted. It is not anticipated that the final engineering design will affect the 
analysis in the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. In the unlikely 
event that the final engineering design could result in environmental impacts not 
previously analyzed, further environmental review may be required.  
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Response to Comment Letter F1 

Individuals at Public Meeting 
May 5, 2010 

F1-1 Comment noted. The commenter expressed his support for the project but did not 
comment on the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND). No 
further response is required. 

F1-2 Notice of the project was done in accordance with the requirements under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Section 15072. The notice was 
published in a newspaper of general circulation and sent to all parties within a 300-
foot radius, as well as numerous agencies. The potential for subsidence is discussed in 
the Draft IS/MND on pages 5.7-13, 5.7-14, and 5.7-23. Based upon data from the 
State of California Department of Water Resources, it appears that subsidence is not 
occurring in the project area. In addition, new injection/withdrawal wells and 
observation well conversion would be constructed in accordance with the strict 
regulations of the California Department of Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas, and 
Geothermal Resources (DOGGR), which account for potential impacts resulting from 
subsidence. Based on the evidence presented in the Draft IS/MND, it was determined 
that this was a less-than-significant impact. Please see Response D3-2. 

Following the public meeting on May 5, 2010, the California Public Utilities 
Commission considered the request for an extension of the review period. The 
comment period was extended for an additional 2 weeks and closed on June 7, 2010. 

F1-3 Comment noted. The commenter expressed his support for the project but did not 
comment on the Draft IS/MND. No further response is required. 

F1-4 Comment noted. The question of who might purchase the natural gas is not a question 
related to the potential environmental impacts of the proposed project. No further 
response is required. 

F1-5 The methodology used to analyze noise impacts is discussed on pages 5.12-1 through 
5.12-20 of the Draft IS/MND. 

F1-6 Comment noted. The commenter stated that he used to work at a natural gas facility 
and you could not hear the compressors if you were outside the building. No further 
response if required. 

F1-7 Notice of the project was done in accordance with the requirements under CEQA 
Section 15072. The notice was published in a newspaper of general circulation and 
sent to all parties within a 300-foot radius, as well as numerous agencies. The 
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comment period was extended for an additional 2 weeks. The comment period closed 
on June 7, 2010. 

F1-8 Notice of the project was done in accordance with the requirements under CEQA 
Section 15072. The notice was published in a newspaper of general circulation and 
sent to all parties within a 300-foot radius, as well as numerous agencies. The 
comment period was extended for an additional 2 weeks. The comment period closed 
on June 7, 2010. 

 The approximately 50-foot building is one story and could be characterized as a barn-
like structure. As discussed in Response E4-8, the text will be revised to more clearly 
describe the three one-story buildings on the project site. 

 Water is not the most effective way to fight a natural gas fire. Please see Response 
E4-10 for further discussion of this issue. 

 Construction of all of the project components would involve the transport, use, and 
disposal of hazardous materials during the construction phase. Operation of the 
compressor station, remote well pad site, observation wells, and saltwater disposal 
well would require the transport, use, and storage of hazardous materials. Hazardous 
materials would not be stored at the observation wells or saltwater disposal well. Use 
and storage of hazardous materials is discussed on pages 5.8-16 through 5.8-21 of the 
Draft IS/MND. With implementation of Applicant Proposed Measures in combination 
with mitigation measures outlined in the Draft IS/MND, these potential impacts have 
been mitigated to a less-than-significant level. 

 The Draft IS/MND does provide an overview of the California Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE), but it clearly states on page 5.8-5 that “The 
project area is located in a Local Responsibility Area and local fire departments and 
fire protection districts would provide fire suppression services to the project area in 
the event of a fire.” The Draft IS/MND also discusses fire protection on page 5.14-1. 
The document states that “Fire protection services to the project area and vicinity are 
provided by both the Princeton Fire Protection District (PFPD) and the Maxwell Fire 
Protection District.” In order to reduce the confusion over this issue, the paragraph 
describing CAL FIRE will be revised. Please see Response C1-1 for further 
explanation. 

F1-9 Comment noted. The commenter expressed his support for the project but did not 
comment on the Draft IS/MND. No further response is required. 
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F1-10 Comment noted. The commenter expressed concern over how the mailing list was 
developed. This is not a comment on the potential environmental impacts of the 
project. No further response is required. 

F1-11 Comment noted. This comment will be considered by the California Public Utilities 
Commission in its future noticing efforts. A 300-foot notice is the generally accepted 
standard. This is not a comment on the adequacy of the environmental document. No 
further response is required. 

F1-12 The issue of gas migration is discussed in the Draft IS/MND on page 5.8-6 and pages 
5.8-21 through 5.8-24. The document has determined that the Applicant Proposed 
Measures in conjunction with mitigation measures outlined in the Draft IS/MND will 
be sufficient to reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. Please see Response 
C1-2. 

F1-13 Testing of the wells is discussed in Section 5.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of 
the Draft IS/MND. The generating station currently under construction by Pacific Gas 
and Electric (PG&E) is not the reason for the project, and the two projects are not 
connected. 

F1-14 As noted on page 5.16-7 of the Draft IS/MND, Central Valley Gas Storage, LLC, will 
be required to enter into a road maintenance agreement with Colusa County to cover 
any potential construction-related damage to public roads. 

F1-15 Comment noted. The commenter expressed his support for the project but did not 
comment on the Draft IS/MND. No further response is required. 

F1-16 Comment noted. The commenter stated DOGGR would be responsible for permitting 
and monitoring the natural gas field and well drilling as well as the water disposal 
well, but he did not comment on the Draft IS/MND. No further response is required. 



Reponses to Comments 

July 2010 F1-8 Final MND 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



Reponses to Comments 

July 2010 F2-1 Final MND 



Reponses to Comments 

July 2010 F2-2 Final MND 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



Reponses to Comments 

July 2010 F2-3 Final MND 

Response to Comment Letter F2 

Chris Torres 
May 22, 2010 

F2-1 The project was noticed in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) Guidelines Section 15072 and was published in a newspaper of general 
circulation. Following the public meeting on May 5, 2010, the California Public 
Utilities Commission (CPUC) considered the request for an extension of the review 
period. The comment period was extended for an additional 2 weeks and closed on 
June 7, 2010. Based on the feedback received at the public meeting, the notice for the 
extension of time was published in the Chico Enterprise Record and the Colusa Sun 
Herald. 

F2-2 As noted above, the project was noticed in accordance with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15072. The request to expand the radius of the notification is not a comment 
on the environmental document. No further response is required. 

F2-3 The noise impacts of the proposed project have been thoroughly evaluated in Section 
5.12 of the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND). The project 
will be required to adhere to the noise control requirements set forth in Appendix F. 
Existing noise levels were measured at noise sensitive areas, and then construction 
noise, operational noise, and ground-borne noise and vibration that would occur as a 
result of the project were evaluated. The noise generated as a result of the project was 
compared with thresholds set forth in the Draft IS/MND. The equipment noise levels 
were the maximum noise levels that could occur, and a potentially significant impact 
was identified. Mitigation Measure NOI-1 will ensure that construction noise will 
remain below specified thresholds that would be a less-than-significant impact. The 
commenter indicates that he feels the sound ratings are low but does not provided any 
evidence to support that statement. 

F2-4 The Draft IS/MND discusses all of the impact areas required under CEQA. 
Tranquility is generally defined as the state of being free from disturbance or turmoil 
and is often considered a quiet or silent state. These issues are addressed in Section 
5.12. As noted above, the increase over existing noise levels is evaluated and 
thresholds of significance are considered. It is important to note that the existing 
conditions in the project area are not particularly “tranquil” and involve ongoing 
agricultural operations that include the use of heavy equipment, crop dusters, and 
other intensive activities. 
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F2-5 Economic issues are not required to be addressed under CEQA. There is no evidence 
presented to suggest that property values would be affected by the proposed project. 
Once under operation, existing agricultural activities will continue. 

F2-6 The impact of construction and operation of the proposed project is fully discussed in 
Section 5, Evaluation of Environmental Impacts, as required under CEQA. The 
commenter does not present any information to indicate that these impacts have not 
been evaluated. 

F2-7 An environmental impact report (EIR) is only required when potentially significant 
impacts cannot be mitigated to a level of insignificance. The commenter has not 
demonstrated that there are any potential impacts that cannot be mitigated. 
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